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..T,he H°T *"»* committee of the Whole, and havingir^T the "Solution* for annexing Texas to theUn*cd States, Mr. KENNEDY .poke a* follow- :
Mr. Chairman : I am oppo«ed to the amendment* under

consideration, to each of the propositions which have been
presented aasubsUtutea fur the original resolutions, and to the
original resolutions themselves ; in ahort, I am opposed to the
annejaUon of Texaa in any mode by which it may l>e acoom-
p whed. The gentleman from Ohio, ( Mr. 1)e a w,) who spoke
at the last sitting of the committee, has undesignedly paid a
high compliment to the Whigs, when he said that the country
always knew where to find thuin on evory question. It is
true sir ; they may always be found, where the forefathers of
tun Kepublic were found, on the side of enlightened lilwrtv
ami union ; especially, air, may they be found associated on
the broad platform established by Madison and his republican
tallow-laborers, maintaining to-day the same principles which
ttoey established under his guidance. They do not boast

e. e.lone" of Progressive Democracy, whose peculiar charac-
wMtittc it seem* to be to abandon, in rapid vicissitude, every
doctrine and measure it asserts. Neither the gentleman from
Ohio nor his allies in this debate have been so fortunate in de¬
wing their own party position upon this question of annexa¬
tion, or, indeed, upon any other which has been before the
nation.
The present session of Congress, it was prophesied, after

the Presidential election was determined, would be one of
portentous interest in reference to the question of annexation.
I he press in many sections of the country has endeavored to
inculcate the opinion that Congress would have no other dutv
now to perform than to register the edict of the people on this
measure. It has insinuated that the day of argument wa.-

gone by, and that the day of judgment had come : that there
was therefore, no need of wasting time in debate ; some have
even say it might be settled in half an hour.

Since we have come here, sir, it seems to l>e not quite so

clear that the case was- predetermined by the election. An
opinion has evidently gained ground that something wax pert-
ed in the way of reasons to satisfy the yet unsatisfied public
mind. Gentlemen have been warmlv disputing on both side*
as to what really were the issues of 1844, and some very edi¬
fying contrariety of testimony has been exhibited on that
point, as all will acknowledge who heard the recent debate?
on the railroad iron bill and the Subtreasurv. We have a

voice from Pennsylvania on this subject in Governor Porter'*
message, and another from New York in the message of Gov¬
ernor Wright. The Pennsylvania chief magistrate has assur¬
ed us that the vote of that State could not have been obtained
for Mr. Polk but upon the conviction that he was the friend o<
the tariff of 1842. Governor Wright's message was looker
for with some anxiety. The peculiar position of that gentle¬
man, with reference both to the tariff and Texas, gives great
significance to his opinions on these points. He tells us thai
the contest has been decided on issues "universally recog¬
nised that " the public lives and the known and aclminc-
ledged principles of the leading candidates of the respective
parties defined the grounds upon which the battle wa*

foughtthat " those candidates were supported upon the
principles and opinions which, as statesmen, they had avow¬
ed and practised." After such a declaration, we may believr
that the message would be perused with the deepest inter¬
est, to learn something of his interpretation of the Texas issue.
He owed it to the people of New York and to the country to
be explicit on that point. But what do we find ? One short
paragraph, shrouded in more than Delphic mystery :

" I firmly believe that a calm and statesmanlike course in the
management of our relations with other Powers, based upon
broad national principles, and governed by the rule ' to ask
nothing which is not clearly right and to submit to nothing thai
is wrong,' will continue us in peace ; or, if it lead to war, it
will be such a war as ever) patriotic heart in the countrv will
sustain and approve."
We have had bold messages from the land of abstrac

tions ; this is a message from the headquarters of non-commit-
ahsin. The Governor has studied in the school of a worthy ol(
judge, of by-gone days, in tnv own State.a gentleman rnucl
more distinguished for his goodness of heart than for the dept!
of his> law knowledge. He had sat for many years, an asso¬
ciate upon the bench, without ever having occasion to express
an opinion. It once happened, however, that he held court
a'.on.?, when a trial came on which enabled the counsel U
amuse themselves at his expense. They raised various intri¬
cate questions of law, and prayed his instruction to the jury.
After arguing their points on both sides for a long time, the\
called on the judge for his opinion. "I give it very cheer¬
fully,' said he. "This is a case of vast importance; the
questions have been very distinctly stated; thev have been
argued with great ability." The: counsel have laid down the
law on both sides with great precision. My direction to you,
geotleoiea of the jury, U, that you find your verdict accord¬
ingly" Something in this manner, have we been edified,
not only by the Governor of the Empire State, but also b\
many on this floor, upon that vexed question, what were the
democratic issues of the contest of 1844 1 From all that I
can gather on this point, one thing I am sun has been de¬
cided that Mr. Polk has been elected President of the United
States. Nothing else, s far as I can see, has been settled. Thf
Democracy has a chs *r, free as the wind, to continue its ol<'
privilege of aiternatel/ adopting and disowning, as often as it
may suit its purposes, every doctrine of Government and even
measure of policy which the occasions of the moment ma\

suggest
This question of annexation comes very peremptorily upon

us at the present session, not without much announcement.
A letter from this city, dated 29th of December, appeared in
the Richmond Enquirer. It was written by one in the secret
of the griefs which disturbed' the Democratic sanhedrim. It
told the story of the conclave held to reconcile differences: even

gave the names of those to whom the healing of dissension wa»
committed ; prophesied future harmony ; and then assured the
public that, after New Year's, we should hear thunder
"Democratic thunder, which would make ,e*ery British advo¬
cate tremble, from Sir Robert Peel down to Mr. Winthrop."
Sir, I am something of an amateur of convulsions, both in the
physical and moral world, and received this announcement
with something of a pleasant anticipation. I longed to heai
the Democratic thunder by which the Jupiter Tonans of the
Committee of Foreign Relations, and his auxiliaries, were to
throw this whole hemisphere into commotion. Well, sir, we
have had it. In the first two days it was well nigh, spent;
would have run short but for the philanthropy of the gentleman
from Philadelphia, (Mr. J. R. Ngemsoll, j who kindly step¬
ped forward, at a critical moment, to supply new combustibles
for the cauldron. The devoted gentleman from Massachu-
setta, (Mr. Wisthbop,) who was close at hand, was its first
victim How he cowered under it we have seen how speedily
he regained his voice, wc have also witnessed ; and may con¬

gratulate him that his gallant hearing in these perils is likely
to win him new honors and fresh applause at home. He has
earned a renewed title to the respect and confidence of his
constituents. But, after all, sir.to speak honestly in this
matter.I must say I have heard better thunder.awl of the
.ame kind ; melodramatic, in the playhouse, where the scene

required a tempest to be brewed : sheet iron thunder, sir ;

made by vibrating a tin-plate five feet square, with a little
powdered, rosin, sulphur, and saltpetre flashed off at intervals,
by way of lightning. Judging from the rapid recovery of my
friend from Boston, we may take ple wure in the reflection
that neither he, nor Sir Robert Peel, nor any who stand in the
Kradations between them, arc likely to be annihilated just yet.
The next steamer, perhaps, will give us fresh assurance on
this point.

Mr. Chairman, whatever insignificance may liave been at¬
tached to this question of re-annexation in its origin.how¬
ever the country may have neglected or spurned it, whilst it
was supposed to owe its paternity to that accidental function¬
ary, who has made it his lioast that he came into power with¬
out a party, and of whom I will prophesy that he will depart
from [tower without a friend.however this measure, sir, mav
have been contemned whilst under his ill-omened nursing,
it is far otherwise now. Whoever may have been the author
ol that old annexation of 1821, of which the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. Doi ulai) has spoken in terms of commenda¬
tion, unquestionably the present acting Chief Magistrate was
the foster father of re-annexation, at least. In his keeping it
was nothing. But ever since it was feloniously stolen from
hi.n on that fatal 27th of May in Baltimore, it has become a

question of great, even of awful import to the people of this
< nion lhe hopes that animate, the fears that alarm friend
and foe, testify every where that every mind is filled with this
engrossing topic. Many good and value,! citizens.thousands,
tens ami hundreds of thousands of thoughtful, earnest ami
patriotic men, their wires and children, are looking to the pro¬
ceedings of this House with a deep sentiment of deprecation
and prayer of deliverance.

However stoutly gentlemen on the other side mav affrct to
bear themselves here, he must be a careless observer'of what is
parsing around him who does not see doubt of popular censure
and distrust of their own rashness pervading the ranks of those
who claim here to lie the friends of the measure. Texas may
well find reason to doubt the success of her fortunes wlun
committed to such auspices. Let her look to it It is quite
apparent that the majority here would most willingly take re¬

fuge in any abstract proposition of annexation, which shall
release them from tlie responsibility of suggesting or voting for
a definite and practical measure. The spectre of a violated
Constitution tracks their footsteps, and many are afraid tolook
l>ehind. How else shall we account for these struggles ever
to produce some new plan to do this deed ' Why is there' no

agreement or action here > Does the Democratic party hold
no caucus.fall into no joint deliberation ' Has it ceased to
look to a fugleman * Sir, things are greatly altered since the
27th of May.
The intrinsic difficulties of annexation are yrcatlv increased

by past events. The Senate stands in the way. The great
question now is, not so much whether there he "power in thii
Government to acquire a foreign territory, aa whether it cm

be acquired in spite of the treaty-making power. This in not
the first time, air, that a Whig Senate has put strict construe-
tiou to it* trump*.preOMd it to it# wit oeiu) toewaue the* Con-
atitution. Hut it in something new in our history tosee ho
much disinterested ingenuity in the matter, so much buttled and
distrustful induatry at work. Here i« said to tie a clear intel¬
ligible purpose to annei a new Stale, concertung which it us
considered slmost absurd to doubt the conatituUonal power,
ami concerning which, too, it ia loudly said the people have
issued their decree. Yet what do we aee Contortion, con¬

flict, almost agony of mind, to contrive the way. We are

supplied with embryo* and abortions from every quarter ; plana
to periH traU- this act by evasion and equivocation ; in any way
rather than bv directly meeting it in the mode which the com¬
mon sense of the nation suggests as the only one known to
our Constitution, if it can lie done at all. W hy all thia It
is to oscape the Senate, the only conatitutional organ to ap¬
prove ami settle foreign negotiation.

It is amusing to contemplate the dexterity and ingenuity
wasted in this enterprise. * * * Gentlemen have produc-
ed in this House already aoine eight or ten plana tor the aniiex-
ation of Texas. Every day brings forth a new one. How
many are still lying in the portfolios of memliers I know
not. The Globe of to-day brings a letter from General
Jackson on this question. He has noticed this auperfatation
of the Houae of Representatives.finds fault with this abun¬
dance, and gives a noteworthy hint of the necessity of des¬
patch. It is hi* opinion that if we do not take care of I exas
very quickly, she will take care of herself by refusing future
offers ; and" then, he seems to insinuate, no way will be lett
for us but to compel her to be happy by the «worJ. his 1

rather rough wooing, and something, too, after the manner
of the ancient Roman. It is in more senses than one, a

threat against the Sabine. This crack of the whip from th.
Hermitage will doubtless produce its effect here. Wh£ of the
numerous projectors of these .livers schemes, will take the hint,
and signalize his fealty by being the first to withdraw

Here is, first, the plan of the chairman of the committee,
(Mr. C. J. Inkkbsoll).a simple exped'.1 rilt,fy u In¬jected treaty liy joint resolution of ( ongres*.a schenw to out
veto the veto of the «enate. This seems, by comment con¬

sent to lie regarded as somewhat too violent a demand u|>oii
the tender consciences of the House, and therefore we have
many substitutes. We have a substitute by the gentleman
from Ohio, (Mr. Wellkii,) which is worth studying as a spe¬
cimen of the art of legislating for a territory and people be¬
yond our jurisdiction. Then a substitute from Kentucky,
(by Mr. TibbaTT*,) which I take to be intended as a recipe
for shying a constitutional impediment. It is founded on the
discovery that, although we cannot ani^x /err./ory yet we

can annex a foreign Stale, which includes territory ; thus of
fording . practical illustration of a wise saw which at the last
session we were compelled tc vote u,K>n, and succeeded m e*

tablishing as a cardinal point of Democracy.namely, that
Congress has no power to do indirectly what it cannot do di¬
rectly." That, I think, was the very language of the resolu¬
tion

'

Then comes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Douo-
lasO with another plan. I.is to fulfil what he calls the guar¬
anty of the treaty of 1803, by which it was stipulated that the
nhabitants of Louisiana should be made citizens of the 1 nion,
ind which, he affirm*, it is now our duty to do for the people
if Texas, notwithstanding all that has happened since. 1 his
>lan, sir, I commend as an ingenious invention to revive one
lead treaty by strangling three living ones.the treaty ot 1803
igainstthe treaties of 1819, 1831, and 1838.

After these, sir, we have the phin of fee gentleman from Ala-
>ama, (Mr. Belsf.h,) a plain, direct marching up to the
luestion, in defiance of all opposers ; a throwing down of the
glove to strict construction, its knight* and squires. Jf all
these plans, if I were an immeditiie annexationist by vynich,
I presume, is meant one who goes for Texas by act of Con¬
gress, as long as the treaty-making power refuses.of all these
plans sir, I should prefcr this from Alabama. It is frank,
manly, and to the point. It seems to say, "If it were done
when it is done, it were well it were done quickly. If this
deed of usurpation is to be consummated, let it be done with
a bold face, without equivocation, and with a broad breast to
the issue. TW gentleman who proposes it is an ardent, un¬

hesitating, and uncompromising friend of the measure, lie
Ilonestlv believes it is (ot the good of. the country, and evi¬

dently is convinced that the United States and Texas are

panting for the embrace. His mode of twinging them together
is c6nceived in the spirit of the ejaculation, now become al¬
most classic in our language, of the impatient tragic hero,
"Ye gods, annihilate but time and space, and make two
lovers happy !" Sir, an earnest man is always^entitled to re¬

spect : when he is earnest he is honest. * *

Amongst these schemes I shall stop U> notice but one more.
It is one which derives, from the standing of its author, a high
claim to the support of at least his political friends. I allude
to the proposition submitted by the gentleman from Virginia,
(Mr. Deomuoolb.) There are indications of more favor to
this scheme, perhaps, than to either of the others. It is a pro¬
portion to annex Texas in the same manner as the gentleman
would have us believe that Vermont came into the I nion ;
that is, bv an act authorizing the State to come into the Union
on a certain day, upon its compliance with conditions, as to its
ConsUtution, prescribed in advance. Fhere is to be no in¬

spection of the Constitution by Congress before the admission
of the State. Texas is to judge for herself as to whether^ the
conditions are observed, and, complying with these, she is to
be a member of this Union on the 4th ot July next. Sir,
lielieve there is not a man on this floor who would consent to
admit Iowa or Florida, o. any other State within our acknow¬
ledged limits on such terms. The zeal for Texas outruns all
discretion, and we can take her upon a trust which everv one
woukl deem it discrcet to refuse to every other portion of our
Confederacy.

... ..-.iThe gentleman from Virginia, in submitting his proposition
to the House, spoke of Vermont at the time of her »dmi«on
is a foreign territory ; likened her to Texas, and claimed her
.ase a, a precedent! Sir, for one of his accurate study he is

lingularlv in error. Vermont was a disputed froun;l bet|Te®nSew York and New Hampshire. She was claimed by both.
Rejecting both, she set up for herself, affirming her right to
make a serrate member of the Confederation. This bred a

long quarrel; a quarrel which lasted through the whole Revolu¬
tion. Hut she was, on all sides, admitted to be a part of the
I nitcd Colonies. As such, partook of the war and bore the
standard of freedom on some of the best battle-fields of the Re¬
volution. She fought for the cause of the < Colonics, and with
them conquered. Whether as part of New Y ork, as part of

Hampshire, or a separate State carved out of lioth an<

disowning both, she was always the loyal and active friend of
independence, and won her full share of the glory and of the
privilege of the Revolution. The question of her controversy
with New York ami New Hampshire, and the recognition of
her separate existence as a State, was not settled until 1791.
Being settled in that year, she then came into the Union as

the other Colonies had come, by a \Ttric atio* and adoption
of the Constitution. If the gentleman from Virginia wishes
really to follow the precedent of Vermont in the case of Texas,
let him recommend to Texas a short act of her Legislature
ratifying and approving the Constitution of the I nited States,
and claiming admission on that score. Such a proceeding will
enable him to teat the point whether Texas and Vermont stand
in the,same category.

_,Mir, these schemes are confessions.confessions of the doubt
and difficulty of the constitutional question. As hypocrisy is
said to be homage to virtue, so is doubt homage to truth.
Gentlemen nunpfct themselves to be in the wrong, and there¬
fore they struggle to find devices, specious evasions, which may
teem at least to lie right. Now, sir, doubtful [lowers ought
not to be exercised. That was oncc a fundamental profusion,
though never a fundamental practice, of modern demo-racy.
General Jackson was somewhat famous for this preeej*. The
powers claimed now, are they not doubtful I»et these ten
trials to frame a plan of annexation at this moment upon our
tables, let the fifty plana that lurk in the brains of members
here, and not yet divulged, answer.

I propose to occupy * portion of the time of the committee
with some remarks on this constitutional question. We have
been invited to this argument by the other side, and it is right
that we ahould understand each other upon a topic of so much
moment to the country.

In the enumeration of functions delegated to the Federal
Government there is a total silence as to the power to ucquire
territory. If such a power exist, therefore, it is only by im

nliration. It must be deduced from some power ajiecifieally
expressed in the Constitution. Mr. Jelferson was a strict con-
stmctionist.the founderof a schoolwhich f*ofes*es to I* hos¬
tile to all implied powers, except such as are of clear and in¬
evitable inference. He denied thia power to acquire territory
in most unequivocal terms; admitted the exercise of it, in the
ease of the purchase of Louisiana, to be altogether unauthor¬
ized ; and only justified that measure upon the plea of a State
necessity and the acquiescence of the whole countiy. Even
unwilling that it should rest upon this basis, he asked for an
amendment of the Constitution to meet the case. Hi« pruale
letters, ft* well a* hi* public paper*, leave no room for dispute
as to his dceided convictions upon this point.

^
I

Supposing, sir, in o|^iosition to Mr. Jefferson s opinion, that
there is a power in thia Government to acquire territory, such
acquisition, from the nature of the case, can only be in one or
the other of three modes.by conquest, by discovery, or by
cession and transfer. No Government can enlarge its domain
in any other way.
We have as yet had no case of conquest. The validity ot

title by discovery is one of the topics presented for debate in
the Oregon question ; the only case, I lielieve, which our his¬
tory affords of a claim on that foundation. The title by ces¬
sion and transfer we have often had in discussion, and public
ojiinion has been fully and varioosly expressed in regard to it,
both maintaining and denying its validity. It struck me, sir,
as worthy of remark, that gentlemen of this House who are
somewhst noted for their zealous defence of the power to ac¬

quire territory, made it a point, at the last session of Congress,
to express a very emphatic opinion againat the power of this
Government to rHnbluh and ftold cohniet. I myself, sir, sub¬
mitted that question to the twenty-seventh Congress, in a re¬

port on the memorial of the Colonization Society : rather in¬

clined, too, as I am yet, to sustain the power. I was opposed,however, l»y the strict constructionists, and especially by the
honorable member from South Carolina, (Mr. Rhitt,) in a

reporl which he made last session on this subject. Sir, if there

be no power to establiah and bold colonies, it is decisive to my
mind against the right of acquisition. If we cannot provide
for a foreign possession, regulate its government, acttie it, civi-
liie it, protect it, open it to the Ingres* of our own people, it
aeema to be a fair corollary that we cannot acquire it. The
acquisition, without these powers, would be fruitleaa. The
diacovery of an island, the conqueat of a foreign territory, or
the purchase of one, would be the moat nugatory of allacta,
if we cannot govern what we obtain. 1 ahould like to hear
from the friend* of annexation, who have denied the power to
hold colonics, some intelligible reconcilement of theae two
opinion*.

Returning, however, to my argument, I deairc it to be noted
that, if there be a power to acquire territory deducible from our
Constitution, it ia a power which is to be exercised only through
the Executive. Acquisition by couqucat can alone be attain¬
ed us an incident of the jwwer which ia given to the Execu¬
tive to carry on war. Diacovery reata on the name hatfit ; for
discovery ia but a specie* of conquest. Acquisition by ceaaion
and transfer is the result of treaty. It imjilies negotiation be¬
tween sovereigns.agreement, ratification, and penmnent
obligation, as the supreme law to each party. This is aWo an
Executive power. The Executive is aided and controlled by
the counsel of the Senate, which two combined constitute the
treaty or compact-making power. I mean to say that the Sen¬
ate is united with the Executive in this function, not as a le¬
gislative body, but as a supreme council of advice. It acta by
a different rule from that which prevails in ita legislative pro¬
ceeding, requiring two-thirds of its votes to sustain a treaty
It is therefore, for the occasion, a portion of the Executve, not
the Legislature of the nation.
Now, Mr. Chairman, I will not go the length of mr friend

from Massachusetts, (Mr. Wij.Ti.Hor,) and say that-thisl
power to acquire territory does not exist in our Constitution. I
am no strict constructionist, sir, as that phraae is understood :

and do not stand upon these very nice distinctions. I be¬
lieve the Constitution was designed to be, and is, a plaia.com-
(inon sense, untechiucal paper, intended to convey all powers
that might lie found necessary to the happiness and st4uty of
the people ; that it was not designed to exclude useful impli¬
cations of power, which might without violence to ourlai^uage
l>e inferred from its text; that it was conceived in the idea that I
some breadth of construction should be given to its phrase, to I
reach contingencies presenting obvious benefits to the uation ? I
"that it does not enumerate the subdivisions of powers granted, I
only because such enumeration would weaken the cases not I
enumerated ; and that it does enumerate in broad and some- I
what indefinite phrase, .expressly that it may leave an ample I
verge for cases and contingencies which no sagacity could fore-1
see. The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Doiulass) told us
the other day that the great distinction between Democrat and I
Whig.or federalist, as he took pains to add, hoping doubt-1
less,jby this emphasis, to fix upon us the stale and absurd charge I
of a synonynie, upon which his party has alone subsisted for I
years he told us that the distinction between the parties was, I
that the Whigs claimed the right to exercise all powers which
were convenient and useful to the discharge of the functions
expressly designated in the Constitution, whilst the Democrats
held the restriction £o be to such as were necessary *n&proper. I
Sir, I will not stop to adjust the balance between these phrases.
o my ear they sound pretty much alike ; and especially in I

reference to this Texas question. ....... I
I do not, as I have said, go the length of affirming that there I

is no power to acquire territory. Cases may ari e, as they have I
arisen, in which this power of acquisition may be valuable, ne-1
cessary.important even to the safety of the nation. I do not,
therefore, make points upon it, but will admit it may be infer¬
red from the grants of the Constitution.

Then, sir, I say, if there is a power to acquire, there is I
also a power to relinquish territory. They are correlatives,
and rest on the same argument. The only grant in the Con¬
stitution is, that the President " shall have power, with the I
advice and consent of the Senate, to make treaties." This
phrase is left without limitation. I infer from it that it was I
intended to confer upon the treaty-making power a right to do I
all that, according to the usage of nations, is ordinarilr done I
by treaties, and which is not forbidden in other sections of the I
Constitution. J recognise no other boundary to this power. I
These acquisitions and cessions of which I have spoken are I
undoubtedly amongst the highest and most delicate functions
of Government, and have a great influence upon the welfare
of the nation. They require caution in their exercise ; happi- I
l.v, are very seldom employed ; and the circumstance* with
which they may I* connected will always present grave and
cogent demands upon the wisdom and patriotism of the Gov- I
eminent. The powers relating to tlem, it strikes me, were
tor these reasons purposely left vague and indefinite. They
belong only to great emergencies, in which, as all history *hows,
strict boundaries of power are not, and often cannot he, scru¬

pulously observed. Such was the case of the cession of Louisi¬
ana. It was justified by the highest national inducements.no I
less than the welfare and even safety of the Western commerce. I
In the same light we may regard the acquisition of Florida. I
And so, too, we may estimate lioth the acquisitions and ces-I
sions of the Ashburton treaty. I should be very loth, sir, to
denyapower which has been aoobviously convenient and useful I
as this has been in the cases I have referred to. I dissent, there- I
fore, from even the high authority of Mr. Jefferson in suppoa-
ing such incidents were never contemplated.

So far, then, as precedent and universal acquiescence are of
value, I agree that this question of acquisition and cewion of j
territory has been settled.wisely settled that the treaty-mak- I
ing power is sufficiently comprehensive to authorize wkat has I
been done. The Louisiana treaty acquiredthe Florida trea-1
ty both acquired and relinquished. The Ashburton treaty |
did the same thing. I agiec that these are the law of the land, I
and that they have become settled precedents. I wi»h that I
the gentlemen who find so much virtue in these pre«edents
now, could bring their oonaouanoM to tho Mm* -I ryi I III fnr pre- I
cedents, much stronger than these, relating toother powers of 1i
this Government; or, at least, that they would cease to re¬

proach, and rather commend, the Whig party for their fidelity
to the Constitution and its interpretations by authorities quite I:
as respectable as those now quoted. 11

Fhrse are cases of treatyv When occasions for conquest or J
diacovery shall arise, doubtlesa, we shall find a consent on the
part of the nation quite as strong to form a precedent as that I
which now sustains the treaty power. 11

I again recur to the point, that in whatever mode Urritorv |
may be acquired by this Government.whether by conquest,
discovery, or treaty.the design of the Constitution was (sup¬
posing tlie power to acquire lie granted at all) to leave it to be
done through the Executive, not the legislature.

Gentlemen greatly mistake the authority conferred upon
Congress by the 3d section of the 4 th article, which empowers
Congress " to admit new States" into the Union. This is <

dimply a power of organization and inspection. It lias no-

thing to do with the power to obtain the territory upon which
a State is to be erected. Neither has it any thing to do with <

the question whether the founders of the Government dcxigned
to make States from foreign or domestic territory. These
questions are presented only in the clauses I hare already dis-
mused. I have shown that, if territory could be acqiared at
all, it could only be in the modes I have pointed out. Ob-
viously it was never intended that treaties or compacts should
be made with foreign Governments without the. consent of
two-thirds of the States, any more than Jt was that amend¬
ments of the Constitution should be valid until ratified by three-
fourths. I (

In defining the duties and powers of Congress, this clause,
in regard to new States, was indispensable, and perhaps in
the very words employed. Congress should admit them.no
other power should do it A treaty, therefore, could not. A 11
treaty could procure land.Congress alone could make one or

more States out of it. ,

The Government had territory.probably contemplated the 11
acquisition of more. It was essential in either case, as well in
regard to the territory it had, as what it might in future acquire,
that some power should be given to admit new States. In the
Convention some members wished to raise the point, should
new States lie confined to the territory then in possession *

There was a debate ; and it was thought liest to leave tke
power as it is.saying nothing about-the territory ; that being I!
a question !>clonging to another department of Government, as

I have stated. i

I think it, therefore, very evident, whatever doubts may ex-

ist as to the faculty to acquire territory, there is no doubt that
Congress has not that power. i

What confusion would ensue if Congress had it ? The Ex¬
ecutive and treaty-making power act on a subject of acquisi¬
tion. They refuse to a^ree to the compact. Congress goes
to the same enterprise, and ordains it to he done. Which is
the law of the land * Both > A treaty is the supreme law
when it is made. A treaty rejected, by this process, becomes
also the supreme law. How can that be, consistently with
any just idea of pro|>ortion and symmetry in the Constitution >

V* hen a treaty is made, the Constitution declares it to be the
.upreme law of the land.that such treaty shall stand, be ob¬
served and fulfilled. When, therefore, a treaty is rejected, is
it not equally the supreme law that such treaty shall 'tot stand,
be observed and fulfilled ' What other power, after the treaty-
making power has derided, shall contravene and nullify that
decision > If the Executive and Senate can reject and the
Legislature can establish one arid the same thing, at one and
the same time, what but mischief can come of it * If the le¬
gislature can make a treaty when the Senate has rejected it,
why may not the Legialature, in turn, repeal and annul a

treaty when the Senate has made it > The powers must be
coincident and coequal in both caaea. No, air, our aneeators
arc chargeable with no such folly.
Suppose rnte of the Statu were to pass an act for annexing

Texas.as has lien sometimes recommended * How would
the case stand > The Conrtitution aaya s " No State shall en¬
ter into any treaty, alliance, at confederation." Would not
the whole country cry out, here ia a transcending of authority;
here ia a treaty, alliance, or confederation made by a State with
Texas ; and the act ia therefore void under the Conatitution ' I
Why void > Because the Constitution does not allow a State
to make a treaty with a foreign nation, ft doea not forbid a

State from pasting a law to acquire territory, but it forbids
foreign compacts. Why > Because that subject ia provider!
for in the clauae which gives the exclusive power of making
treaties to the President and Senate, and it was not deemed
expedient to confer such a \xrwnt on any other body.
My condoeion from this view ia, that the power of acquit-1

ing territory and the power of admitting new Bute* are sepa¬
rate and distinct powers, provided for, if at all, in totally dis¬
tinct par la of the Constitution, and committed to different de¬
partments of the Government. That this is the true intern.,
taUon of the Constitution is shown in other portions of that in
struinent. The organization of the General Government is
wholly incompatible with the purjiose of annexing a foreign
nation to it, in the character of a State. That State must
have a capacity at once to be repreaented in our Congress.Otherwise the authors of the Constitution must have designed
to present the anomaly of a State of this Union bound to obey
all our jaws, yet having no voice in the making of them. That
cannot supposed. Nevertheless, the Constitution requiresof every member of the House of Itepreseiitatives that he shall
have been seven years a citiren of the United States, and of

10 h.aVt lHM"' "il,e It is nuuii-
test that these conditions cannot exist amongst the inhabitant#
of a foreign State. Evenr citizen of Texas is at this moment
a foreigner to the United States, even although he may have
recently emigrated from this country. We avow the right of
expatriation. Our citizens lose their citizenship wlien they
change their allegiance. This is one of oui cardinal princi-
.' i" i .. 0W,,','rlu true ttn 1101 °f Congress may convert the
inhabitants of rexas into citizens of the United States : but it
cannot make them citizens of seven and nine years standing.
In contemplation of law there can lie no persons in Texas having
hese qualifications. They would be placed under a necessity
to borrow Senators and Representatives from the Union. Will
gentlemen here contend that this case waa contemplated by the
authors of the Constitution, and waa left unprovided for >
. ure y no member will risk his reputation upon such an ar-
gument.

1

^hnh^ction from this is, that Congress cannot make .
new State from a foreign nation without first acquiring the
territory of the foreign nation, and holding it long enough for
its citizens to Ixjcome endowed with the requisites to make
them a State.that is to say, with qualifications essential to
give them a representation in Congress. This shows conclu¬
sively, if other arguments were wanting, that the two powers
of acquiring territory and of admitting a State are separate
ani distinct. And, Iteing once separated, I ask how is the
power toacquire territory dependant upon or implied in the pow-
fnrH *""! I ?aie \ 11 is only Preten<Jed to be the necessarymcident of admitting the State ; but as the power of acquisi¬
tion is shown to be necessary some nine yearn in advance of
the admission, it separates the incident too widely from its
principal to allow the inference.
i a M>ht °f I'oui"iana was admitted into the Union in

I ho territory was acquired in 1803. The interval
was nine years, the period essential to qualify her Senators.
1 ne territorial is a necessary probationary state, and it must
last at

^
least nine years. Nonuni prematur in annum is

Horace s rule for the preparation of a poem before it is per¬
mitted to see the light. I hat, sir, is no less our constitutional
rule for the incorporation of a State into the Union when it is
carved out of a foreign territory. To my mind, the argument
is altogether conclusive and irresistible.

So far, Mr. Chairman, I have drawn the attention of the
committee to the question of the acquisition of territory. I
have freely admitted that there is a power in this Government
to acquire territory, when it is exercised through the proper
organ. I liave demonstrated that it does not exist in Congress.
The next question to which I wish to invite the committee |

is one of much greater import. Is there any power i': this
Government to incorporate into its own body a foreign Gov¬
ernment > This is a very different question from that of ac¬
quisition. Sir, I deny that any such power was ever given or

contemplated. It is revolution whenever it is exercised.re-
volution in both Governments. When we acquire territory by
treaty, a real treaty is essential to it. There must be parties

make the compact; they must be acting in the sphere of
he authority conferred upon them by their respective Govern¬
ments to make the compact; they must exist as bodies respon-
w

j. .

fulfilment of the compact. There are necessary
conditions to a treaty. If the parties, according to the organic
law of their own Governments, have no power to make the
treaty, or if either of them do not subsist after it is made in a
condition to be responsible for its fulfilment, it is no treaty.

t u» be deceived by terms. When we talk of annexa-
of rexa" t0 United States, we talk equally ef the an¬

nexation of the United States to Texas. Both are sovereign
nations. The object is to incorporate them into one nation.
How is it proposed to be done > By uniting them under such
laws as are adapted to both. Texas contributes her sove¬

reignty to the common mass of the sovereignty of the United
States. The United States, also, in the same degree, con¬
tribute their sovereignty to the common mass of sovereignty
which is formed by the union of both. In this matter of sove¬

reignty extent of territory has nothing to do with the question.
It is a mere accident that the United State;, are larger than
I exas. 1 he principle would be the same if Texas compre¬
hended all South America. It is an error, therefore, which
deceives the public mind on this subject, "(to speak of the pro¬
position as one to annex Texas to this Union, or torincorpo-
ratr I exas with it. The term is equally appropriate to call it
a proposition to annex the United States to Texas, or to in-
corjwrate them with that nation. It is but another accident in
the case that our organization will enable us to make this in¬
corporation without any immediate change in our fundamental
laws. I exas might l>e in the same predicament . and whether
these consolidated sovereignties were to hold their seat of Gov¬
ernment at Washington in Texas, or Washington in the Dis
trict of Columbia, or at some intermediate place more conve¬
nient than either, is an incident of no significance in the ques¬
tion. The point to be determined is. Can two independent
sovereignties merge their previous separate existence into one f
combined sovereignty without a revolution in the Government
of each r Certainly, sir, aA«r Texas is annexed her inde¬
pendent sovereignty is gone. Where is it gone > Into the
new combination with our sovereignty. Is not our condition
the same as hers in this relation ? If it is not, where is the
iiiflerence } And if it is, i* not our separate sovereignty
tnerged also in the combination > Now, I auk, first, where U
the power in this Government to make this new combination
of sovereignties > and, second, where is the power in the
Government of Texas to make it'

Sir, I wish to be understood. I admit that the people of
these two nations can incorporate themselves into one nation
whenever they may see f.t to do so. Thev may come into
general convention, or congress, as did the United Colonies in
1776, and make a joint nation. But I deny that either of
these nations can do this under their existing Constitutions.
Especially do I deny that the President and Senate of the
I'nited States, or the present functionaries of this Govern¬
ment.Executive, legislative, and Judicial, all combined.can
'lo it; or that all or any of the existing functionaries of Texas
ran do it, on their side. Both here and there, the present
functionaries were chosen to administer the Government which
exists ; to preserve and protect it, and aee that it |ierfonns its
allotted duty. They were never chosen to alter it, to surren-

ii
'n ""J other Government; to abate from or

add to one cubit in its stature. That can only be done by the
people themselves, in the same manner in which they can sus¬

pend or supersede this Government or establish another. This
is revolution : peaceful and orderly it may he, but still it is
revolution. We of the United States do not give the proper
weight to this consideration, only because we are so much the
larger Power, and .because we see in the process but little ne¬

cessity for change of our fundamental laws. It therefore es-

cajies the public notice, as a subject involving the momentous
principle I have stated. We look upon it as a mere accession
of territory, which we can soon settle, as we have settled other
territory. But how is it with Texas > There it is a most
visible surrender of that Government, with all its paraphernalia
of Government. It is a capitulation. When it is done, no

sovereignty.except such subordinate sovereignty as wc allow
them.remains. Independence is gone, nationality is gone ;
the Texas of San Jacinto is gone 5 and what was before an

existing nation, has dwindled into a subsidiary province. It
is exactly what it would be if we conquered Texas in war.
Can gentlemen pretend that there is any power in the present
oi*aiiized Government of Texas to justify this proceeding >
Sir, if there should be a minority in that country who dissent-
rd from this surrender, and they should gather force enough
successfully to resist it, woukJ they not have a right to treat
those who had given over their land and their peopled a for¬
eign nation as guilty of treason > Assuredly : just as much
as we should have a right to impeach the President of the
I /'nited States for treason, if we found him negotiating with
France or England to surrender this nation to them.
The Government of Texas is modelled after ours. It is

subject to the same kind of restraints. Its purposes are dis¬
tinctly designated in its Constitution. That instrument doew
not contain the slightest word to justify the inference that the
existing authorities might lawfully extinguish the Government.
Now, sir, there are gentlemen in this House who have argued
that, from the structure of our Government, it is altogether
unlawful, unconstitutional, to ce«le away any portion of our

territory. Upon this ground they have Attacked the treaty of
1819. Yet these same gentlemen contend that Texas, an

analogous Government, of limited and defined powers, can
not only cede away all her territory, but even her national
existence besides. Sir, if Texas be blessed, as we are, with
rtrirt constructionists, and abstraction-mongers, and resolu-
tions-of-ninety-eighumen, some of them might find room for a
little nullification in this extinction of national identity. Here
is space for a banquet of abstractions ; and, from what we know
or the birthplace of some of the emigrants to Texas, I think
we may say, they will have forgotten their ok! habits if we do
not hear from them on these points Certainly, there are some
grounds furnished us to lead us to doubt somewhat of the «-
eunty of the title we should get: ground enough to predict,
mat ff the annexation did not produce all the fruits expected
from it, the politicians there will adopt the expedient of the
gentleman from Kentucky, (Mr. Tibbatts,) and declare this
treaty, or compact, or proceeding of re-annexation, to be null
and void, inasmuch as there was no right to cede away the
State : a procedure, Mr. Chairman, which, in my opinion,
would have an infinitely stronger foundation in law than any
argument I have yet heard against our own treaties. If I un¬
derstood the gentleman from Alabama, (Mr. Bblssr,) a State
as he interpreted the law of nations, has no right to cede away
any of its citizens to another State but in case of extreme ne-
rtMity. If, sir, it should be his fortune to emigrate to Texas
hereafter, may it not occur to him that the whole proceeding,

on the part of that Nation, «u void, because there wm no ex-
treme necessity for tlie cession now contemplated 1 Would
tins not be very likely to occur to the statesmen of Texas here¬
after, if, in the administration of affairs after the annexation,
it should be found that our Northern industry and our pro¬
tective aystem had grown unpalatable to the people of the
new province >

I will not enlarge thin argument. It suggests much matter
for reflection worthy the attention of the country. I contend,
air, that neither Texa* nor the United States have power to
treat for the extinction or alteration of either Government;
that, after annexation no parties to the treaty remain who are
responsible for its fulfilment; and that the whole proceeding
is one of revolution, and not of constitutional function ; that it
is subversion and new modification ol the existing Govem-
ments.

.I dismiss my remarks upon the constitutional question with
but a few words. My opinion is, that the iwwer to acquire
territory, if it has ever l>ecn doubtful, is settled by well ap¬
proved precedents. That it can be only exercised through the
Executive, and in no case belongs to the Legislature. That
the question of incorporating foreign Governments into this
Union finds no wairant whatever for such a power in the Con¬
stitution. That such a right is, in its nature, primordial, be¬
yond the Constitution, and revolutionary; that it consequently
resides only wilh tie people and depends upon universal con¬
sent. Whenever, therefore, we shall attempt to incorporate
another nation with thia, we should ask the consent of ull the
States. If, upon »uch proceeding, any State should dissent,
we must regard it as her right to do so, without finding in it
room to quarrel with her, to charge her with treason, with nul¬
lification, or any other State crime. It is her privilege to come
into or to remain out of the new Confederacy. For new Con¬
federacy and new nation it would be, requiring new organiza¬tion and new consjwts. The old Union from that moment is
dissolved, and the new Union substituted upon the same
grounds of ussent and adoption which were apparent in the
proceedings of 17B7-'88-'89. The friends of our beloved and
glorious Old Thirteen, and of their legitimate progeny, will
forever rally around the Union of their forefathers. Some of
them may not feel the same attachment to the new Unions
which, in this new era of conquest and encroachment, are
likely, in the tide of time, to be engendered. Who will blame I
them if their attachment be less ?
One of the plans by which we arc recommended to annex

Texas, and which is now printed and offered as an amendment I
to the joint resolution reported by the Committee on Foreign I
Affairs, comes from the honorable member from Illinois, (Mr.Dora lass. ) I desire to address a few remarks to this propo¬sition.not becausc I think it more worthy to be entertained Iby the Committee than either of the other schemes submitted, Ibut because it announces a principle in regard to our relations Iwith Texas, upon which great stress is laid by many of theladvocates of annexation, both in this House and elsewhere ;and which, from the confidence with which it is asserted, is Ientitled to special comment. That gentleman's project of an-1
nexation is founded upon the opinion that Texas actually be-l
longs to the United States at this moment by virtue of the
treaty of 1803, which transferred Louisiana to thia Govern-1
ment. It affirms that engagements.were contracted by thatjtreaty which we could not, without violation of faith, annul or 1
forego by any subsequent treaty ; that the cession of Texas, I
therefore, or the relinquishment of our claim to Texas, by thel
Florida treaty, was a violation of faith, and, in some sort, a I
void or voidable act. This is distinctively, sir, the plan of re-
annexation.
The treaty of 1803 contains this clause : I
«' The inhabitants of the ceded territory shall be incorporatedinto tlie Union of the Uuited States, and admitted, a* soon as

possible, according to the principles of the Federal Constitu-1
tion, to the enjoyment of all the rights, advantages, and irumu-1
nities of citizens of the United States ; and, in pie mean time, I
they shall be protected in the free enjoyment of their liberty,
property, and tlie religion they profess."

In 1819 the Florida treaty was negotiated, by which thia
Government, in consideration of the cession by Spain, of the I
territory of Florida to the United States, relinquished, with
some other equivalents given by us, all claim on our part to
the territory lying west of the Sabine. The language of that I
treaty is : " And the United States hereby cede to his Catholic
Majesty, and renounce forever, all rights, claims, and preten¬sions to the territories lying west and south of that line." . I

This argument of re-annexation is founded on several as¬

sumptions. First, it is assumed that Texas was a part of Loui-1
siana. Now, sir, I will not dispute that point. I believe there
was much force in our pretensions to that extent. It is suffi- I
cient for me, however, to say, that that was a question of dif-1
ference between the United States and Spain; and that thel
fact was in doubt. I am even willing to admit, for the sake of I
the argument, that there was no doubt as to our claim to em-1
bracc Texas in the limits of Louisiana. I

Second, it is assumed that the clause in the treaty of 1803,1
which I have quoted, contains an irrevocable and permanent 1
guaranty to the inhabitants of Texas, by which we were com-jpelted to admit them into the Union as citizens ; and that we
could never disencumber ourselvea of the obligations of that I
guaranty by any subsequent treaty ; that, therefore, we could I
not cede this territory atpiin to any other nation.

Third, it i» assumed that the Florida treaty was only void
so far as it related to the cession or relinquishment of our
claim to Texas, but was good in all other points : that is to I
say, we could not give up Texas, but had a right to hold fast I
the equivalent which wa» given for Texaa, namely, the terri¬
tory of Florida ; for I have not hoard any gentleman contend
or assert that our right to Florida was in the least impaired by I
the failure of power to give an equivalent. I have heard no I
one assert that Spain, under the circumstances, had any right I
to claim the rr-anrtrxaiion of Florida.

In 1831 we negotiated a treaty of limits with Mexico, and
in 1838 a treaty of the same character with Texas : in both of I
which treaties we stipulated for the Sabine as our southwestern I
boundary. It is assumed, in the fourth place, that both of 1
these treaties are void. JThe whole argument is founded on the idea of an irrevoea- I
ble guaranty to the inhabitants of Texasin the treaty of 1803.1

Sir, I would remark that it is the ordinary provision, either
expressed or implied, in every treaty of cession of territory, I
that the inhabitants of the ceded country should be incorporated |with the nation to which they arc transferred. They ncceasa-1
rily fieebme citizens or subjects of the new sovereignty ; and I
the effect of every treaty is to stipulate for the protecUon, the I
rights, advantages, and immunities of the citizens or subjects I
of the nation to which they are ceded. This is as strong a

stipulation in their favor, when left to necessary implication, as
when it is expressed. When France ceded Louisiana^ to Spain, I
and when Spain retroceded the same territory to France, in I
the two secret treaties which have never been published, this
guaranty in favor of the inhabitants was virtually incorporated I
into those treaties.perhaps was there in express phrase.-just I
as strongly as it is in the treaty of 1803. If there be any I
force in the objection, then, the inhabitants of Texas may now I
claim the first guaranty in their favor, and pronounce all sub-1
sequent treaties void, with the same justice that it is now I
claimed in their lichalf to invalidate the treaties of 1819, 1831,1and 1838 s so that the treaty of 1803 itself, on this argument,
is as nugatory as those which followed it. 1In all the treaties which are to be found in the diplomatic I
history of Europe, whereby cessions have been made, this I
guaranty.as the gentbman and his friends call it.will be dis-1
covered, under many forms of stipulation, both express and im- |plied. Let gentlemen examine the treaties from that of West-1
plialia, in 1648, down to the present time ; the treaty of Ni-I
meguen ; of Utrecht; the celebrated Barricrtreaty of 1715, fori
settling the barrier of the Netherlands ; the (Quadruple Alii-1
ance in 1718 ; the treaty of Aix la Chapelle, and a snore of I
others that followed, down to the treaty ol Paris in 1763 ; and, I
still later, the treaty of Paris of 30th of May, 1814 ; and they
will find the great sUplo of these treaties to be cessions and
retrocessions of States, with every kind of guaranty of pro¬
tection and incorporation of their inhabitants. How absurd
would it be, how singularly would it strike die ear of the civi¬
lized world, to hear these several States setting up rights of re-

annexation, founded on the principle asserted in this argument
of the advocates of Texas ! Who evei before raised the
question that these stipulations were guaranties, so potent and
permanent in their effect as forever to forestall and prevent sub¬
sequent transfer* of the same people and territory '

Sir, does not every Government, by its laws and Constitu¬
tion, give a guaranty quite as strong, to say the least of it, as
this supposed guaranty of the treaty, to protect and maintain
its citizens or subjects in possession of the rights and advantages
belonging to them > Yet I have shown that every Govern¬
ment.even this of ours.may cede away a portion of its ter¬
ritory and people. Is it not asserted here by gentlemen.the
very gentlemen who insist on the guaranty.that Texas may
cede away all her people ? Has slie not guarantied to them
citizenship and protection » The treaty of 1803 certainly could
not give to the inhabitants of Texaa a more inalienable citi- <

zenship in the United 8tates than the people of this Union poa- i
seas ; more inalienable than that possessed by the people of I
the present Republic of Texas. Yet we have seen that these
are not secure from the incident of an occasional transfer,
when sufficient inducement exists to recommend it. 1
The treaty of 1803 was a good and valid treaty, but it waa

no better than the treaty of 1819. Much haa been said of
late to the disadvantage of this latter treaty. 8ir, it was a

well-considered, wise, and profitable treaty to us. It has met
with the almost universal approbation of the country. It
brought na rich and valuable possessions: it removed from
our borders what I may call, without meaning a disrespect to
those who formerly possessed the ceded territory, neighbors
uncongenial to us, and who might he troublesome-"
treaty of ample equivalents. It was negotiated by *

popular Administration, was approved finally by tne ®

mous opinion of the Calnnet, and waa applauded bjr the
try. Sir, I deem it a matter of some important* to say,
ther, that it met with the frank and cordial appro o <

General Jackson. I mention this, sir, because in
,days it has been found necessary to invoke the ^ c

the Old Chief of the Herm.Uge ag»mst ea«y of 1819
that strength may be gathered for this ^.v n t^c^J-tion. This matter ha. gained a great
try from a recent controversy between
conducted through the paWic pr*"S
been laid upon the imp.ted ho*taty rf the H.. * New Or¬
leans to the treaty of 1819. He bu bim*lf thrown in »»

, Word to that debate. I thei*ft«. u ,

terma, that General JacJuon, "y' ¦ *"7 nV^
ratification, expressed an unqualifiJ^?*J?'Ml *ft*r ^ Jj,uJ
ty i wrote letters to that effixt wh^^*"011 of ^ <rea-
lettcra, .i,, can be produced, and if^ ""H eiUnt\ T,,<s-®
General Jackaon'a upon this floor will Z> *U^"ntlc friend oi
were what I have TacriM t^T^kTSL^ *theae letter, doubtle.. will be priced myaeU * »f

,
» there is another point touching thia iruar*...., m

whom wa. it given > To the ir.h«hitnnt, of
a

housel " who
A foW 8P«n»*rda, aettled around their naawun^K3J*~° MT were ...uuilated with the peoBhoflTco.^ ^ Wh°,rer who neyerl,£X2

thJoxey were T' TW ' Wf° "eVer ,,u,Pecl«J or drea wd
.3 «Trt .rfi Th» a' ,e,wt» ^ved that Tex., wu
Sir11 ,L°UWlttna' « they had fancied that the fSSSfWS z:
£:szrr sr.;££e *

STEV? ¦J23tef2£^7f were bc*i<le«> it is true, "*h»-r inAul
fif* T^F*,1 must e*" them. There were«rato* bml
itS' ¦ftr,0%fe" "e j* STi!E:
exuedia,... r

M General Long fitted out an

between SfsSTiSi0' Wh° w«* *"»
Conquer k from whom' From U^^^TSk\Sizvsa? ££J
pirated 'jm 'OU"',tt?*» V4'handa full with theae ly^
broken up urnler^"^,."',

I mi-., . Governor JtaJESrfSS;iff*
.vr ",b°i.d*d.«-rf

Ei TV
aco8tJoche8» Which ha. been often quoted in this

debate, hi. waa merely an impudent farce, Long and hia mrr
uudon. were subsequently expelled, and Lafitte and hie pirn;broken up. Sir, it i. worthy of remark, however, thatS^L
manifesto of Long a there is not the alighterf allusion to anv
claun under the guaranty of the treaty of 1803. Even Z
wa. too ahrewd to aet up auch a claim. The guaranty is the
concept.^ of 1843. and belong, to the era of^Zi2i«
Long knew nothing of it Hi. pretension waa that "th,
citizen, of rexas had long indulged the hope that, in*the ad
jurtment of the boundaries of the Bpani^i possessions tie
America and the Territorie. of the United States they shot,-'
be included tn the limit, of the latter." That this flatten!!®
expectaUon " prevented any eflectual effort to throw off t',r
yoke of Spanish authority, though it could not retrain son.e
unavailing rebellion* against an odiou. tyranny." The treaiv
duaipated this "illusion too fondly cheruhed." "They have
-eentheuwclves, (he add.,) by a Convention, to w/dcA they
rw ./%**$* hterally abandoned to the dominion of tt»
reuilv ! *» i 'tli"' t1"1^ 'e^ * Prey» lot only to imposition. at-

lhcnLl.. .,lT .? , 7.ns' *.! thereupon, to ihow

°,r 8eventy In,en' Plcketl up on the levee at NeJo?
lean^ and a«ociated with Lafitte, Humbert, and other hue*.

of GiiJf Brethren of the Coast, a. they w> j«
called in 8ir Henry Morgan', tune.

VVell, sir, these men were all expelled: all, except auch a.
were eaten up by a cannibal race called the Carrion Crow <n-
dian«. I have wen a letter published from Long, which rtatcu
this catastrophe. The truth i^ Texas wa. without inhabitanli
except m a few hamleto. General Lallemand describes it, in
1818, as being nearly altogether uninhabited.

It cannot be pretended, Mr. Chairman, that the emigrant*
to I exas tstnet 1819 can claim the guaranty. They ho v»
gone there under another and very different expectation-: they»
sir, are the men who made the treaty of 1838 with ua Doc*
not that treaty forestall all pretension of claim to re-annex a

.n ..T°*f tt not settle the question of guaranty beyoinf
all cavil It leavea not an argument for it.

Passing from this question, Mr. Chairman, I ask, what ui-
uucement ha. Texas to seek annexation with u. ? Is it »H*1
we may pay her debts, protect her from invasion, regulate her
commerce ' The two latter of these .he is quite able to <io
for herself. The first, not yet. It may not be lon» howev.
heloie she can compaa. this a. well as the others. At >:

evento, sir, she must know that it will produce great hea>
urnmg in thu country to «ee this Union imuim her deft *.

We of Maryland think we have a better claim on the Union
than Texa. for, at least, a portion of our debt. We believe
the Government rightfully owes us a large sum of money, eik!
we shall present our claim, I hope, before long. There w<('
l>e sad heart-burning amongst our people if Texa. i. prefer* <t'
to Maryland. 8o with many other Sutes. If I were a Texan
would not ask it. I would not have your annexation. I

would resist it to the last extremity.
Texas wants independence. She wants peace. But she

ought not to want annexation. It is not her policy, as I con¬
ceive, to sink her identity, her individuality, in the lap of tliia
great overshadowing Republic of ours. She has just started
upon her career of national existence. She has sprung forth
from the cradle of a glorious infancy, and already won remmn

by her prowess in battle, no leas than by the wisdom wi'h
which she has conferred upon her people a free Constitution,
carefully adapted to the present and future exigencies whi ll
may arise in her march to prosperity and power. Left t*
herwlf unimpeded by any jwlitical dependence upon thi*
Confederacy, herdesUny ia to become the predominant Power
of Central America. United with us, .he becomes only what
we may choose she aha!! be. Sir, die i. already, what aotao
ol her friends aeeni to have lost sight of, a cenlrt offrttdon ;

*

and it may be, quite a. appropriately a. ours, her task to extend
tfte area. Freedom is a matter of race, and tribe, and kind
dred, and its area is extended by the propagation of the spe¬
cies. Freedom wiU find her votaries marching fast enough t >
wards the Pacific, whether they sally forth from one centre or
twenty ; whether they march with the lone star or with fifty
star, upon their banner. We need not concern ourselves, m
this generation at lea*, about that. There i. heritage enouph
m this hemisphere for some centuries yet. Let Texas gua i
her own destiny. The lone star has risen from a bloody brt

prtMjjerous field, and now shines afar, an acknowledged light
in the firmament of nations. Give the land of that lone st<u
peace, give her independence, give her scope for her industry,
give her the repose necessary to recruit her strength.abo o

all, give her the sympathy due to a free Republic that has
carved her way to the respect of mankind, and you conlt r

upon her a greater boon than you can ever give her when jo i

have sunk her yet unmatfered sovereignty into a provincial tc

presentation upon thi. floor. She has but just now inacrib-J
her name upon the roll of nations ; why should she consent ti«

extinguish her early domestic fire, to kindle a paler flame upon
even this great altar of ours > Will she not lose in power, in con¬
sideration, in renown, in all the mean, of influence die now

possesses, an hundred-fold more than she can ever gain from
our querulous and reluctant assumption of her debt, or ftoai
our unnecessary and useless protection ' Sir, if I were a
Texan, I would none of it.

I am led to believe this desire of annexation is no vary ap-
dent sentiment or genuine wish of hers. There is something,
to my mind, derogatory in it; something which does not .n
port with her proud hearing when she breasted the charge of
the Mexican and sent him " bootless home and weather-beeloh
hack" beyond the Bravo. I am unwilling to hear her dfcrkfed
for growing so soon tired of her honors won so gallantly. She
shoukl not voluntarily expose herself to the jest convoyed in
the epitsph upon a new-bom child.

Since so esrly I am done for,
. I wonder what I was begun for.

No, sir , let her take this mattor more to heart, and hold nw
councds upon her destiny. Let her consider that she owe. the

* ,de. of fame, which she must plight her own and her
e ildren s faith to pay. She has begun in an outburst of on-
tnusiasm, and done her work so far even better than infant

"J* . 11" continue to build up her republican pyramid
unUI civilization and chriatianity .hall gather their million.
around iu base, and a late posterity shall delight in the sun¬
shine that gild, iu summit. That may be, air, a monument
worthy of Freedom, which we on this side of the Sabine should
neither envy nor fear.
Our policy in the mean time should be to assist thi* enter¬

prise a. a friendly ueighbor nation and kindred people should
ssaist.not by absorbing or extinguishing her independence,
but by encouraging and applauding it. Sir, we should resolve,
is a fundamental measure on our side, to secure the indepen-
Jence of Texas by all the aid we can give. By expostulation,
mtreaty, mediation with Mexico. We broke up the armistice
ind destroyed the preliminaries which were fast leading to
peace between Texas and Mexico. We owe it to both of these
Republics to restore that relation by offices of good will. But
for tliis quixotic President of ours I believe peace would to-day
prevail upon their borders, and with peace independence. The
war between them ia an unavailing war. It ought to bo stop¬
ped. Even by force, I am prepared to say, if necessary. I
trust it wHl not come to that But I am ready to second any
temperate expostulation of this Government against the war,
and after that, if Mexico he unreasonable, to go further. I
lielieve all Christendom will second us in thi. : we have a right
to do it by the laws of nation.. Sir, it is my purpose, in ac¬
cordance with these views, at the right time, to submit resolu¬
tions to this House asserting the determination of this Govern¬
ment to command the peace between the belligerents, and to
guaranty the perpetual independence of Texas against all
Powers on either Continent. So far I am willing to go« no
farther. Sir, I think I know the temper and feeling of the
Whig party on this point, and may pledge them to support tl*
measure. ¦ . 4 . ¦

ft. A. MEREDITH,
ATTORNEY AT LJfV,

Gainesville, Alabama.
XI7I1X attend promptly and ttrietfy to the security and col-'
T T lection of elaima In Alabama and Miiiiuiimi,
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